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Abstract 
The analysis of the regional inequality is essential for a country and it is also an important question whether the inequalities are 
growing or decreasing. The first, shorter part of the paper provides a number of reflections of the existing methods of the 
examinations of intertemporal change of spatial differences of various socio-economic indicators, mainly the per capita income. 
The diverse growth rate of spatial income level of various spatial units (regions, countries, provinces, counties etc.) is a 
historical-statistical fact which refers to an unrepeatable, unique and particular historical situation. The descriptions of the 
convergence or divergence of various spatial units in various time periods contribute to our historical knowledge and help to
evaluate the effectiveness of regional policy.  
The subject of the second, larger part of our study is the regional disparities in Hungary. Our approach is mainly historical-
descriptive, but by the help of Hungarian case study many theoretical issues will be presented also. The regional comparison 
includes the economic development of Central Hungary, Central Transdanubia, Western Transdanubia, Southern Transdanubia, 
Northern Hungary, Northern Great Plain, Southern Great Plain. Our study primarily analyses the macrostructure of the seven 
Hungarian regions between 1990 and 2010. It includes the social factors of Hungary such as the population allocation, the labour 
market situation, income and living conditions and some general economic indicators.  
These indicators are all the essential indices for the analysis of the economy of a country. If we examine a longer period, we can 
observe the changes whether the inequalities have grown or decreased and how large the changes are. With the help of these 
indicators we have tried to prove that the regional inequalities have grown in the last twenty years. 
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1. Introduction 
Thanks to the easy availability of data sets on regional per capita personal incomes and internationally 
comparable GDP levels and intracountry regional GDP data, from the 1990’s, there are vast amounts of paper which 
deal with temporal change of spatial income and development differences. The aim of one part of those papers is 
pure historical description and explanation of temporal process with the help of historical, demographical, 
institutional, regional political or other concrete factors. This aim can be supplemented by some lessons, which are 
important from a theoretical or regional/economic political point of view. The other part of these papers has a more 
ambitious aim, they want to ‘test’ the various theories of temporal change of spatial differences, mainly the 
‘convergence hypothesis’ predicted by neoclassical regional economic growth theory or measuring the speed of 
convergence (the magical 2%). These second types of papers will be soon criticized.2 
The spatial and temporal extension (the starting point of time period) and the applied zoning system of the 
investigation depend mainly on the accessibility of data. Of course, there isn’t a natural starting point, zoning system 
and spatial extent of analysis, and the results can be modified due to the change of one element of these three factors. 
However, as regards the spatial extension, there are three types of these papers: international country level data with 
many countries, individual countries and European Union with NUTS 2 or NUTS 3 level data. 1 
In the literature of intercountry convergence we can meet these types of basic questions: ‘Will relatively poor 
economics remain poor for many generations? Will the rich countries of the year 2100 be the same countries that are 
relatively rich today? Is the degree of income inequality across economies increasing or falling over time?’ (Sala-i-
Martin, 1996b, p. 1019.) ‘Whether poor countries or regions tend to grow faster than rich ones: are there automatic 
forces that lead to convergence over time in the levels of per capita income and product?’ (Barro–Sala-i-Martin, 
1992, p. 223.). These types of questions are important from a historical point of view. (The second question can 
arouse science-fiction interest as well.) Of course, the pure historical description of an individual country cannot 
count on great interest without trying to generalize the results. However, it is a historical question, that in a particular 
country or groups of countries in a particular time-period with a particular zoning system, the differences in data, 
which was created by a particular statistical survey method, were decreasing, increasing or unchanging. 
The literature about spatial income disparities contributed to our historical knowledge in a significant way. 
However, its contribution to theoretical knowledge is questionable. If categorical difference between theory and 
history is not registered, it leads to confusion about the domain and task of both theoretical and historical research. 
This confusion can be well observed in many papers about the temporal process of regional income inequalities. 
There are two main ways to investigate spatial economy: the empirical, historical description of concrete, real places, 
and the abstract, theoretical models and theories of spatial economy. On one hand, people are interested in concrete 
historical events, on the other hand the human mind is able to abstract from the complexity of the real world and 
builds imaginary constructs, and by seeking theoretical explanations, creates theories. Neither of these two 
approaches are superior to the other. Competent historical research uses theories in the explanation of real 
phenomena and theoretical papers use examples from empirical writings to illustrate theory. 
The results concerning convergence or divergence describe in a perfect manner the concrete historical patterns of 
regional inequalities, but there is no epistemological basis to generalize the results. Using various tests of inferential 
statistics has no reason, since probability theory is applicable, if the examined events can be classified in a class of 
events. Regional income data has a unique characteristic, they are not homogeneous members of an identifiable class 
with known parameters in the distribution of values. They are uncertain, but not random, in the sense of probability 
theory. They are not one actualisation of a repeatable ‘random samples’ derived from a larger population, but a part 
of spatial economic history. Papers using regional income data describe the concrete ex post development of regional 
income disparities. The usage of word ‘sample’ to the group of regional units is unjustifiable and misleading. This 
 
 
2
 This study has been fulfilled within the framework of the project TÁMOP-4.2.2/B–10/1–2010–0010 financed by the European Social Fund. 
1 See for example: Andrade et al. (2002), Armstrong (1995), Barro (1991), Barro–Sala-i-Martin (1992), Benos–Karagiannis (2008), 
Bergström (1998), Bulli (2001), Byrne et al. (2005), Canova (2004), Caselli et al. (1996), Chesire–Carbonaro (1995), Fischer–Stirböck (2004), 
Gezici–Hewings (2004), Hofer–Wörgötter (1997), Kangasharja (1999), Madariaga et al. (2005), Magrini (1999), Quah (1996a), Quah (1996b), 
Resende (2011), Sakikawa (2012), Sala-i-Martin (1996a), Siriopoulos–Asteriou (1998), Persson (1997), Yamamoto (2008). 
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data is the subject of methodological decisions of statistical offices as well, the revisions from time to time change 
the whole time series.3 Per capita data and its temporal change can be modified due to the alteration of population 
data because of census also. 
GDP per capita is often used as a proxy for regional income data. However, GDP per capita is not an appropriate 
indicator of regional income differences because of two main reasons: difference of regions of workplaces and the 
regions where the employed live (it is most important in city regions and the neighbouring regions, like for example 
Inner London and Outer London); the spatial differences of capital intensive activities. There are other problems also 
with the localization of gross domestic product of multilocation companies inside countries. In spite of these 
problems, GDP per capita can be used well for comparing the economic activity of regions in static and in temporal 
analysis also. 
Some papers use the data of International Comparison Program, which results are obviously strongly method-
dependent. Other papers exclude ‘special’ regions, for example city-regions and oil mining regions because of 
problems of localization of GDP. These exclusions can be justified with historical reasons, however, it leads to an 
unending fruitless discussion about the illusory theoretical ‘evidences’. If these evidences would be named historical 
and not theoretical, that would not be problematic. Theoretical soundness and the applicability of neoclassical 
growth theory could be investigated by scrutinizing the underlying assumptions of theory. 
These are the reasons behind the lack of inferential statistical techniques and other more sophisticated statistical 
methods in this paper. We will not use sophisticated concepts, such as Markov chain analysis, conditional beta-
convergence analysis, eigenvector filtering, kernel density estimation or unit root tests. We think the spatio-temporal 
analyses have many interesting possibilities, problems and interesting general lessons without these questionable 
methods as well. We will focus on the historical description of spatial development processes. In the areal 
distribution the following spatial factors can play significant roles: differences among regions, east-west or north-
south location, distance from the centers (Budapest and county capitals), size of the settlement and transport-
geographical location. Due to the space limitation, we deals only with the first factor, namely with the differences 
among regions. 
 
2. Social figures of Hungary by each region 
Hungary is divided into 7 regions (NUTS 2 level, see Fig 1) and 19 counties and Budapest (NUTS 3 level). The 
size of the regions (in terms of spatial extension and population also) is similar. Central Hungary is the only 
exception with more than twice as much population as the other six regions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 See for example Friedenberg–Beemiller (1997), Brown et al. (2004). 
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Fig 1 Regions of Hungary 
 
 
2.1. Population 
The population has decreased in each region of Hungary in the last twenty years excepting Central Hungary 
where the reduction turned over between 2002 and 2004 and the population begun to rise again. The Table 1 shows 
the population allocation of each Hungarian region between 1990 and 2010.4 
     Table 1. Population, 1990-2010 (number of inhabitants).5 
 1990 1994 1998 2002 2006 2010 
Central Hungary 2966523 2960635 2867560 2829047 2855670 2951436 
Central Transdanubia 1117989 1112274 1113371 1120610 1108124 1098654 
Western Transdanubia 1006781 1000640 991789 1002959 1000142 996390 
Southern Transdanubia 1017025 1004588 985562 993466 970700 947986 
Northern Hungary 1323508 1293621 1284129 1296504 1261489 1209142 
Northern Great Plain 1547520 1528688 1535061 1559073 1533162 1492502 
Southern Great Plain 1395477 1376522 1357886 1373194 1347294 1318214 
Total 10374823 10276968 10135358 10174853 10076581 10014324 
 
 
4 The increase of the population was due to the internal migration in Central Hungary. (Hungarian Central Statistical Office,  2011) 
5 Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office, 2013 
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The population of each region has reduced last years excepting Central Hungary. The decrease was the highest in 
Nothern Hungary where the number of inhabitants became fewer by 94 thousands on 1st of January 2010 than at the 
beginning of January in 2001, it meant decrease by 7,2 %. The mortality has exceeded live births by 320 thousands 
between 2000 and 2009. The Southern Great Plain and Southern Transdanubia have the eldest population. The 
population of each region is effected by internal migration. The main direction of migration is from Eastern regions 
to Central and Western ones. Central Hungary, Central Transdanubia and Western Transdanubia had migration 
surplus, while regions Northern Hungary and Northern Great Plain suffered from the loss in migration by 52-53 
thousands inhabitants between 2001 and 2009. The number of children has decreased by 200 thousands people since 
2001, on the other hand the number of elderly people raised by 118 thousands. The ratio of elderly (people above 60 
years) per children (people under 18 years) multiplied by 100 (the ageing index) was 91 in 2001 and 113 in 2010. In 
2010 the number of elderly people was lower than the number of children only in Northern Great Plain. The ageing 
index was 93 percent here.  
Women’s average life expectancy at birth is better than men’s in each region and there are regional differences 
also. Men’s average life expectancy at birth in Central Hungary exceeds Northern Hungary by 3 years, where the 
expectations are less prosperous. The women in Western Transdanubia can expect longer life by 1.9 years than the 
women in Northern Hungary. (KSH, 2011) 
 Figure 2 shows the population density in each region. Except from Central Hungary, there are only minor 
differences in population density. However, the settlement structure and the size distribution of the settlements are 
highly different. In Southern and Northern Great Plain the number of settlements is significantly smaller, the 
average settlement size is larger, than in the other regions. 
 
Fig. 2. Population density, 2011, number of inhabitants per km26 
 
 
 
6 Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office, 2013 
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2.2. Labour market 
The Figure 3 shows the unemployment rate between 1992 and 2010. The rate of unemployment was decreasing 
in each region between 1996 and 2000, although it started to rise gradually in 2004. It has increased sharply from 
2008. The direction of the temporal movement of the rate is similar in each region, therefore the spatial structure of 
unemployment is very similar during this long time period. The rate of unemployment was the highest in Northern 
Hungary in the last 20 years. The unemployment rate was the lowest in Central Hungary and Western Transdanubia. 
Fig. 3. Unemployment rate, 1992-2010 (%)7 
 
The unemployment rate was 10.6% in November 2012, the number of unemployed persons was 468 thousands. 
This index was 7.5% in the first quarter of  2007. The recession of the labour market effected mostly the 
economically advanced regions causing bigger changes at the western region’s labour market. The indicators of 
labour market have changed in last years, but the order of the regions has not varied. The main differences of 
regions remained steady. (KSH, 2011) 
The Table 2 shows the number of employed persons between 1992-2010. The number of employed persons was 
the highest in Central Hungary, which is not surprising, because the population in this region is the highest as well 
furthermore the unemployment rate is the lowest. 
     Table 2. The number of employed persons 1992-2010 (thousands)8 
 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 
Central Hungary 1262,6 1158,8 1123 1120,7 1172,9 
Central Transdanubia 435,5 409,7 402 423,7 446,3 
Western Transdanubia 414 400,1 398,7 418,5 431,3 
Southern Transdanubia 390,7 354,7 338,3 347,4 358,4 
Northern Hungary 455,7 408,9 394,5 405 429,6 
Northern Great Plain 533,6 479,1 467,9 483,2 508,9 
 
 
7 Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office, 2013 
8 Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office, 2013 
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Southern Great Plain 536,2 481,8 480,7 497,1 508,8 
Total 4028,3 3692,8 3605,1 3695,6 3856,2 
 
 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 
Central Hungary 1189,6 1226,3 1241,1 1246,9 1228,8 
Central Transdanubia 456,8 455,3 466,4 459,4 433,1 
Western Transdanubia 436,4 424,6 428 424,7 404,3 
Southern Transdanubia 348,6 350,9 351,4 335,5 342,1 
Northern Hungary 430,3 431,1 422,8 410,2 392,5 
Northern Great Plain 512,2 523,5 529,5 513,1 497,4 
Southern Great Plain 496,7 488,7 490,9 489,6 483,1 
Total 3870,6 3900,4 3930,1 3879,4 3781,2 
2.3. Income 
The Table 3 shows the average gross monthly earnings of employees between 1994 and 2010. The average gross 
monthly earnings were the highest in Central Hungary and there are not significant differences among the other 
regions. People from Great Plain had lowest income in the last 20 years. The differences between Central Hungary 
and the other regions has increased during this period. (KSH, 2013) 
Table 3. The average gross monthly earnings of employees (Ft)9 
 1994 1996 1998 2000 
Central Hungary 41056 58483 87392 111635 
Central Transdanubia 32394 45781 65734 83596 
Western Transdanubia 30486 43409 62599 80129 
Southern Transdanubia 30413 41866 58289 72224 
Northern Hungary 30037 41206 58737 73215 
Northern Great Plain 29465 39654 55510 70024 
Southern Great Plain 30001 40894 57242 70325 
 
 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 
Central Hungary 154517 180638 205120,8 234615 249480 
Central Transdanubia 112759 134074 156314 178778 187189 
Western Transdanubia 109997 131304 151394,4 175393 180895 
Southern Transdanubia 101817 128605 142088 165726 169015 
Northern Hungary 103178 123789 146166,9 166584 170007 
Northern Great Plain 98495 117750 137431,8 158398 160761 
Southern Great Plain 99560 119921 138711 160157 163974 
 
 
9 Source: Hungarian Central Statistical Office, 2013 
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2.4. Éltető – Frigyes index 
Éltető – Frigyes index compares „the average of income above the average to average of income under the 
average. The value of the index is 1 in case of equality of incomes. If the value is bigger than 1 it shows the 
differences between the income above the average and under the average.“ (Nemes Nagy, 2005, p 5) The Table 4 
shows the Éltető – Frigyes index between 1994 and 2010. 
 
 
Table 4. Éltető – Frigyes index, 1994-201010 
Year Éltető-Frigyes index 
1994 1,2208 
1996 1,2590 
1998 1,3093 
2000 1,3338 
2002 1,3023 
2004 1,2662 
2006 1,2623 
2008 1,2507 
2010 1,2924 
2.5. Robin Hood- index 
The Robin Hood-index shows the percentage of income that has to be taken from regions above the average to 
regions under the average to achieve an equal distribution. The Table 5 shows the Robin Hood index between 1994 
and 2010. 12-13% of income should have been taken from those above the average during this period to achieve an 
equal distribution. 
 
Table 5. Robin Hood-index, 1994-201011 
Year Robin Hood-index 
1994 12,18 
1996 12,18 
1998 11,91 
2000 11,93 
2002 11,44 
2004 12,02 
2006 12,25 
2008 12,58 
2010 12,72 
 
 
 
10 based on data from Hungarian Central Statistical Office 
11 based on data from Hungarian Central Statistical Office 
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3. The economy of Hungarian regions 
According to the concept described by Nemes Nagy (1995), the development of a region cannot be described by 
a single indicator, since development is a multidimensional notion and therefore the state of development can be 
characterized by several different indicators. The principal indicator of the regional development and its state is the 
GDP (gross domestic product), which has gained an important role as the primary value indicator in the EU’s 
regional development and grant criteria. Notably because in the system mentioned before, on the 2nd level of NUTS 
(regional level) in comparison with the community average the 75% of the GDP per capita is the verge of regions 
considered underdeveloped and also of the appeals for grants, that is granted from the Regional Fund. (Nemes Nagy, 
1995) 
3.1. GDP in individual regions (1990-2011) 
While in the beginning of the 1990s the region of Central Hungary produced 40% of the GDP, in 2003 it 
contributed to the 44.9% of the total GDP (MTA RKK – Horváth – Beluszky, 2007); in the beginning of the 1990s 
in the region of Central Transdanubia the economic and social crisis became palpable. The reason is the different 
industrial and economic system of the regions before the regime change. As a result of conscious planning and 
developmental processes this region became attractive for the foreign direct investments. This is supported by the 
increase of the per capita GDP, which became 4.5 times higher between 1994 and 2003; the region contributed to 
the national GDP with its tenth. (MTA RKK – Horváth – Szirmai, 2010) Besides this in the interval after the regime 
change the region of Western Transdanubia shared 10.5% of the GDP in average with rising tendencies, however, in 
1999-2000 it was more than 11%. Developed stagnancy was typical for the majority of its area. However, there was 
a 0.7% increase in 2003 in comparison with 1994.  (MTA RKK – Horváth - Rechnitzer, 2007) The counties of 
Tolna and Baranya in the region of Southern Transdanubia showed positive figures in the crisis of profitability that 
affected the whole country in 1991. Also, the negative effects on Somogy County were not as striking as in other 
similar counties. Between the years 1990 and 1995 there were mainly quantitative changes in this area, such as in 
the number ventures. (MTA RKK – Horváth - Hajdú, 2006) The economic development of region of Northern 
Hungary is the most unfavourable among the 7 regions. Its fallback from the state’s average is constantly growing, 
where the economic crisis of 2008 also left its mark. Whereas in 1995 the region could claim to have 9.3% of the 
national GDP, this rate has been continuously decreasing after 2000, which can be seen from the 6. table. (KSH, 
2011) The region of the Northern Great Plain can also be characterized by moderate economical activity rate that 
originates in the low economic power. (MTA RKK – Horváth - Baranyi, 2008) In table 6 the contribution of the 
regions to the GDP in 2000 and in the years 2004-2006 can be seen. 
Table 6. The conformation of GDP in Hungarian regions, billion Ft (2000, 2004-2006, at current prices)12 
 Central Hungary Central 
Transda-
nubia 
Western 
Transda-
nubia 
Southern 
Transda-
nubia 
Northern 
Hungary 
Northern 
Great 
Plain 
Southern 
Great 
Plain 
Total 
2000 5781 1443 1519 994 1112 1340 1340 13529 
2004 9175 2172 2148 1140 1743 2086 1954 20718 
2005 10151 2281 2170 1478 1822 2138 2003 22043 
2006 11229 2370 2369 1547 1899 2278 2103 23795 
 
 
 
12 KSH, 2007, own editing 
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It can be observed that based on the GDP the economical efficiency of Hungary was rising at an even pace until 
2006. However, the pace of extension became considerably slower in 2007-2008, and a year later there was a 
significant decline. This process affected differently the individual regions, and only Central Hungary was able to 
keep its superiority. In 2008 nearly half of the GDP at market price (26 754 Forint) was produced in Central 
Hungary. (KSH, 2011) The economic efficiency of the Central Hungarian region was rising annually in the years 
2005-2008, with varied intensity. Its share within the country has been rising constantly since 2006, thus ensuring its 
central position in the gross value added. It is important to notice that the 78% of the 12 879 billion Ft GDP was 
centred in Budapest. If we examine Budapest and the county of Pest, the supremacy of the capital city is striking. 
This can be partly explained by the spatial division of workplaces (more in Budapest, less in the surrounding Pest 
county) and the place of home of workers (more in Pest county, less in Budapest). However, it occurred that the 
economical development of Pest county was better extended, but it did not result in any change between Budapest 
and Pest county. In 2008 Central Transdanubia was the second in the comparison of GDP at market prices (2,647.8 
billion Ft). From the counties mentioned above Komárom-Esztergom went through a rapid development in the years 
from 2000 to 2005, which was due to the establishment of the industrial park. In the last four years the county can be 
described as decreasing. The next in the hierarchy was the Western Transdanubia region, which produced the tenth 
of the 2008 market prices formed national GDP, that is equivalent to 2,589 billion Ft. In the region Győr-Moson-
Sopron county has the biggest economic potential, which ensured 50% of the mentioned value. In 2008 the per 
capita GDP became 71,000 Ft less that the national average. Following the 3 more developed region, was the result 
of Southern Transdanubia with 6.5% share of the GDP in 2008. Regarding the era examined the performance of this 
region was stagnating. In contrast, Northern Hungary could claim 7.6% in the same year, which is better than that of 
the Southern Transdanubia region, but it is a 1.7% fallback from its previous share. The region of Northern Great 
Plain belongs to the less developed parts of Hungary, that produced 10% of the national GDP in 2004 (MTA RKK – 
Horváth - Baranyi, 2008), and 9.3% in 2008. (KSH, 2011) The per capita GDP of the Southern Great Plain region 
decreased to 66.9% in the years 1995-2007, what was a 16% fallback. Although the sixth of the population of 
Hungary lives in that region, its contribution to the national GDP was only a tenth of a share in 2007. (MTA RKK – 
Horváth - Nagy, 2009) As opposed to the region of Northern Great Plain, the economic efficiency of the Southern 
Great Plain region has been slowly but steadily increasing since 2007. In comparison to the region’s GDP they 
produced with 7.3% more than 2007 and with 18.9% more than in 2005. (KSH, 2011) 
Table 7. GDP per capita in the regions of Hungary, thousand HUF (2000, 2002-2006, on current prices)13 
 Central 
Hungary 
Central 
Transda-
nubia 
Western 
Transda-
nubia 
Southern 
Transda-
nubia 
Northern 
Hungary 
Northern 
Great 
Plain 
Southe
rn 
Great 
Plain 
Total 
2000 2037 1288 1512 995 853 857 970 1325 
2004 3236 1954 2144 1469 1366 1351 1439 2050 
2005 3564 2056 2169 1517 1439 1390 1483 2185 
2006 3921 2139 2370 1596 1512 1490 1564 2363 
 
Based on the GDP per capita, which is help to compare the economic development, the most developed region 
was Central Hungary, the second was Western Transdanubia then Central Transdanubia came (Figure 4.). In Central 
Hungary, GDP per capita was 2397 thousand HUF in 2008, which is almost the double of the 8-year-earlier figure. 
In Southern Transdanubia, the GDP per capita was no more than 1825 thousand HUF. With this result, it is more 
and more lagging from the national average. Mostly, the third sector (services) was strengthened; it was the 64 % of 
GRP in 2008. In the region, the number of economical inactive people and the unemployment rate is high. In 
Northern Hungary, the GDP per capita shows a decreasing tendency as well compared to the national average. It is 
 
 
13 KSH, 2007, own editing 
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true for all of the three counties. In the region of Northern Great Plain, the GDP per capita was 1657 thousand HUF 
in 2008. It is only 34 % of the most developed region (Central Hungary) and 62 % of the national average. This 
feature has been showing an arrearage (KSH, 2011). 
 
Fig. 4. GPD per capita in the % of the national average (2007-2009)14 
3.2. The development of R&D in the light of regions 
In Central Hungary, according to the datas in 2008, they devoted 1,3% for research and development in this 
region, which exceeds the average national GDP. Despite these facts, the collaboration between businesses and 
researchers, seems rather weak. We deem it important, to emphasize that, the knowledge base of Hungary, is 
concentrated in this region. The advantages of the capital can not be properly countervailed yet, by the centers of 
universities, in Central Transdanubia, because of this, regionally, the elements of the indigenous research-
development system, are not equally distributed. Unfortunetly, just 6% of the research center of the country, can be 
found in this region, especially in Fejér and Veszprém county. This proves the fact, according to which, the R&D 
works on low capacity, measured to the economic weight of the region. In 2009, these expenses amount to 16,5 
billion forint, which was a strengthening according to last year. It’s important to emphasize, that the states 
engagement in this area, in this region had fallen back, and the conclusion was the strengthening of the 
enterpreneurship. (KSH, 2011) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14
 Source: KSH, 2012, own editing 
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Table 8. The development of R&D in the light of regions (2008-2010)15 
  
Central 
Hungary 
Central 
Transda-
nubia 
Western 
Transda-
nubia 
Southern 
Transda-
nubia 
Northern 
Hungary 
Northern 
Great 
Plain 
Southern 
Great 
Plain 
Not 
classifia
ble by 
region 
Total  
2008 
Number of R&D 
units 1 332 176 201 246 195 342 329 – 2 821 
Total R&D staff 
number, person 28 858 2 604 2 783 3 709 2 384 4 932 5 009 – 50 279 
Total R&D 
expenditure 
(million HUF) 
172 244,8 15 068,7 14 299,5 5 738,4 9 153,0 25 997,3 18 558,3 5 328,0 266 388,0 
2009 
Number of R&D 
units 1 379 188 229 210 209 325 358 – 2 898 
Total R&D staff 
number, person 30 045 2 745 3 101 3 326 2 721 4 985 5 599 – 52 522 
Total R&D 
expenditure 
(million HUF) 
192 344,4 16 451,9 13 960,5 7 238,5 11 919,6 29 256,0 22 690,9 5 296,9 299 158,7 
2010 
Number of R&D 
units 1 471 203 256 203 191 307 352 – 2 983 
Total R&D staff 
number, person 31 291 2 731 3 151 3 213 2 764 5 068 5 773 – 53 991 
Total R&D 
expenditure 
(million HUF) 
202 588,6 16 476,9 15 532,3 7 927,6 11 354,3 27 320,5 23 616,5 5 393,8 310 210,5 
 
4. Summary 
In our study, we examined the changes and territorial inequalities of the past 20 years, in the light of social and 
economic indicators, which we considered important. In the study of Nemes Nagy József, we may read that, „in the 
last two decades, the indigenous territorial development was determined by the growth of inequalities.” (Nemes 
Nagy József [2009] p. 38) This statement is proved by our investigations, if we look at the income or the 
development of economic changes. We found that, on the basis of investigations,  that by GDP per capita, which is 
for the comparison of territorial  economic development,  Central Hungary is the most advanced region of Hungary, 
followed by Western -Transdunabia and Central -Transdunabia. After them, fallen behind average, South-
Transdunabia, Southern Great Plains, Northern Great Plains and Northern Hungary can be found. Regarding the 
factors, which influence the economic performance, such as investments, there are clearly visible differences. The 
agricultural yield, which is for field plant production in the first place, is heavily influenced by weather extremes. 
However, there are differences to be registered in this area also,, especially for the Southern Great Plains. Hungary 
 
 
15 Source: KSH, 2013, own editing 
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is characterized too, by the presence of industrialized and less industrialized regions. Nevertheless, as the 
comparisons showed, the role of industry in economics, is significantly influenced by the condition of several 
factors in the given regions. 
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